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Table 1. General Characteristics (N=228)
Characteristics Categories n (%)
Female 206 (90.4)
Gender Male 22 ( 9.6)
Ist 79 (34.6)
Year in university 2nd SL(24)
3rd 49 (21.5)
4th 49 (21.5)
4.0-4.5 28 (12.3)
Grade point average ;8_2:3 lgz g;z;
<2.0 0 (0.0
Completion of philosophy Yes 49 (21.5)
course No 179 (78.5)
Completion of logic Yes 179 (78.5)
course No 49 (21.5)
Completion of critical Yes 171 (75.0)
thinking course No 57 (25.0)
Good 99 (43.4)
Interpersonal relationships Fair 127 (55.7)
Not good 2 (0.9
Good 139 (61.0)
Satisfaction with nursing Fair 85 (37.3)
Not good 4 (1.7)
Good 90 (39.5)
Adjustment to nursing Fair 127 (55.7)
Not good 11 ( 4.8)
Good 163 (71.5)
Health status Fair 57 ( 2.5)
Not good 8 (3.5)
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Table 2. Critical Thinking Disposition, Problem Solving Ability, and Clinical Competence

Variables Range Minimum Maximum Mean SD
Critical thinking disposition (n=228) 1-5 2.56 4.85 3.57 0.33
Systematicity 16.7 5.00 3.19 0.63
Intellectual fairness 2.00 5.00 3.79 0.48
Healthy skepticism 1.00 5.00 3.65 0.60
Objectivity 1.33 5.00 3.95 0.57
Intellectual eagerness/curiosity 2.20 5.00 3.53 0.57
Prudence 1.75 5.00 3.29 0.57
Self-confidence 2.00 5.00 3.60 0.51
Problem solving ability (n=228) 1-6 2.28 591 3.94 0.48
Problem solving confidence 227 6.00 425 0.56
Approach-avoidance style 2.19 5.81 3.96 0.51
Personal control 1.00 6.00 3.19 0.80
Clinical competence (n=98)* 1-6 291 6.00 4.26 0.62
Nursing process 2.64 6.00 4.19 0.59
Nursing skill 3.00 6.00 4.30 0.72
Teaching/coordinating 2.12 6.00 4.17 0.81
Interpersonal relationship/communication 2.67 6.00 4.29 0.81
Professional development 3.00 6.00 4.43 0.66
* Data of 3rd & 4th year students.
Table 3. Critical Thinking Disposition, Problem Solving Ability, and Clinical Competence According to General
Characteristics
L : Critical thinking Problem Clinical
Characteristics Categories disposition F/t (p) solving ability F/t (p) competence F/t (o)
Gender Female 3.56+0.32 -2.15 3.93+0.47 -0.32 4.2240.61 -2.11
Male 3.71+0.35 (.033) 3.97+0.59 (.752) 4.69+0.56 (.037)
Ist ' 3.5120.31 3.50 3.85+0.42 8.43 -
e fin wiiotty 2nd32 3.53+0.34 (.016) 3.82+0.46 (.001) -
3rd 3.61£0.31 *1<4 3.90+0.45 *1,2,3<4 4.1840.65 -1.32
4th* 3.68+0.35 4.22+0.51 4.34+0.58 (.189)
4.0-45 ! 3.75+0.24 5.46 4.13+0.46 2.47 4.28+0.54 0.02
Grade point average 3.0-<4.0§ 3.56+0.34 (.005) 3.91+0.48 (.087) 4.25+0.62 (.980)
2.0-<3.0 3.48+0.28 *1>2,3 3.93+0.47 4.23+080
<20 *
Completion of Yes 3.70+0.30 3.25 4.06+0.48 2.18 4.37+0.63 1.59
philosophy course No 3.53+0.33 (.001) 3.90+0.48 (.030) 4.18+0.60 (.114)
Completion of logic Yes 3.58+0.33 1.26 3.95+0.46 0.79 4.2840.59 0.19
course No 3.52+0.31 (.:207) 3.88+0.56 (433) 4.06+0.63 (.849)
Completion of critical Yes 3.58+0.33 0.86 3.96+0.48 1.20 4.33+0.64 175
thinking course No 3.54+0.32 (.405) 3.87+0.44 (.232) 4.11£0.55 (.083)
Interpersonal qud 3.65+0.33 5.53 4.10£0.48 11.14 4.49+0.59 4.01
. Fair 3 3.51+0.32 (.005) 3.81+0.44 (.001) 4.02+0.65 (.001)
Not good 3.68+0.60 *1>2 4.08+0.07 *1>2 -
Satisfaction with Good ! 3.65+0.31 12.25 4.05+0.48 10.92 4.39+0.64 2.96
— Fair : 3.44+0.32 (.001) 3.76+0.43 (.001) 4.01£0493 (.004)
Not good 3.5240.22 *1>2 3.65+0.38 *1>2 -
Good ! 3.7240.30 16.79 4.16+0.45 18.30 4.44+0.61 3.90
Adjustment to nursing Fair 3.48+0.32 (.001) 3.79+0.45 (.001) 4.1140.55 (.024)
Not good’ 3.37+0.25 *1>2,3 3.81+0.45 *1>2 3.96+0.59 *1>2
Good 3.60+0.31 2.28 3.97+0.46 1.88 4.30+0.62 1.73
Health status Fair 3.50£0.36 (.104) 3.83+0.54 (.155) 4.20+0.58 (.183)
Not good 3.49+0.29 3.99+0.46 3.66+0.48

*p<.05 by Scheffé test; " Data of 3rd & 4th year students.
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35k Yoon (2004)2] ATF-ellA FA)
gk 4dAl rzoishye] Aol fAkeFlaL
Ao o AAgErt oF H3UTKCho, 2005). 3hl9E

e, Adgda Aol 7R #a1, Al 7S wot
Yoon (2004)3} Cho (2005)2] ZAz}te} Ax|&teict 1eu) t&

H|#A A =35 o] 43 Ma (2009)9 AgoldE 3714

Qo] 7P wa HAFTIE 7P SHAl UER e, Yang

Jung (2004)2] AT E 714 o] 7 =3 AAI

gol) o]efdt Aol Tt W Sw ko] Ao|E Ho &

ARYL =3 AAe] i A vehd Ae He
]

Oy =5y ) | s = e} = b AR A ) —8]

ANATEH 9l FAMNE AN, A3y o2 HF o] FASHS AFs7] wliEol(Singleton & Levin,
2 Q1S A A WA EAelA freldh xpolE KRl o 2008) EFS AE EUE AES SEshE Aude A
AW, AEel td W, DSt o ¢ HAs sE wad WU Swow As cxw xAdow
2 3t "AA o) ARAS AT $43 AT, @8t =Ed dIdE FAE ARE g 3
FAA Go) 045~0930% 01010l T, BABAAE & AA Fagy) wRe] AAY Aol FEchn 47
1.08~2.21% 100]8t= Jeht SHHEFE ol 34482 § u2 o Feje] FYA A Bk v Alas FEA|
Table 4. Correlation among Critical Thinking Disposition, Problem Solving Ability, and Clinical Competence (N=98)

Critical thinking disposition Problem solving ability Clinical competence
Critical thinking disposition 1
Problem solving ability 0.64*
Clinical competence 0.44* 0.53* 1

*xp=01.

Table 5. Variables Influencing Clinical Competence (N=98)
Variables B B Adjusted R t ) F 0
Problem solving confidence 1.59 36 282 4.01 .001 19.92 .001
Intellectual fairness 5.45 33 383 3.92 .001
Intellectual eagerness/curiosity 2.79 28 441 3.24 .002
Prudence -2.28 -18 468 -2.29 .024
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Purpose: The purpose of this study was to investigate the critical thinking disposition, problem solving ability,
and clinical competence of nursing students in a 4-year baccalaureate university program. Methods: In this study, a
descriptive survey design was used with convenience sample of 228 nursing students at a University in Chungbuk
Province. Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, independent t-test, ANOVA, Pearson correlation coefficient,
and multiple stepwise regression. Results: The mean scores for critical thinking disposition, problem solving ability,
and clinical competence were at the intermediate level. Significant positive correlations among critical thinking
disposition, problem solving ability, and clinical competence were found. The regression model explained 46.8% of
clinical competence. Problem solving confidence was the most significant predictor of clinical competence, other
variables were intellectual fairness, intellectual eagerness/curiosity, and prudence. Conclusion: The study findings
suggest that nursing students with higher levels of critical thinking disposition and problem solving ability will
have a higher level of clinical competence. Furthermore, problem solving confidence might be the most important
predictor in clinical competence. Therefore, it is necessary to introduce the new teaching strategies in nursing
education, strategies that will improve critical thinking disposition, problem solving ability, and clinical competence.

Key words : Critical, Thinking, Problem Solving, Clinical Competence
* This study was funded by the Semyung University.

* Address reprint requests to : Chaung, Seung Kyo
Departmnet of Nursing, Semyung University
Shinwol-dong, Jecheon, Chungbuk 390-711, Korea
Tel: 82-10-5201-2777 Fax: 82-43-649-1785 E-mail: chaungck@hanmail.net

78 J|1=27v5 55| x| 18(1), 20114 2¥



